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2006 DOD COUNTERNARCOTICS BUDGET:
DOES IT DELIVER THE NECESSARY SUP-
PORT?

TUESDAY, MAY 10, 2005

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE, DRUG PoLICY,
AND HUMAN RESOURCES,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:33 p.m., in room
2247, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Mark E. Souder (chair-
man of the committee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Souder, Cummings, Ruppersberger, and
Norton.

Staff present: Marc Wheat, staff director and chief counsel; David
Thomasson and Pat DeQuattro, congressional fellows; Malia Holst,
clerk; Tony Haywood, minority counsel; and Teresa Coufal, minor-
ity assistant clerk.

Mr. SOUDER. Good afternoon. The subcommittee will come to
order. I want to thank you all for coming to this very important
hearing that continues our series of hearings reviewing the Presi-
dent’s National Drug Control Budget and Strategy for 2006. Today
we focus on the counterdrug responsibilities of the Department of
Defense.

Due to the jurisdictional responsibility of this subcommittee, we
pay very close attention to the drug supply and interdiction initia-
tives contained within the President’s National Drug Control Strat-
egy and Budget. Our oversight activities evaluate departmental au-
thorizations, appropriations, a well as the efficiency and effective-
ness of the departmental efforts.

The President’s budget request for 2006, now before Congress,
asks for approximately $12% billion for counterdrug initiatives.
The President’s Drug Strategy has requested that nearly $900 mil-
lion be appropriated to the Department of Defense through its Of-
fice of Special Operations and Low Intensity Conflict.

This budget request does not include the wartime supplemental
requests that will fund the efforts in Afghanistan and Iraq in 2006.
For fiscal year 2005, the Department of Defense received an addi-
tional $315 million in supplemental funds for counternarcotics ef-
forts in Afghanistan. However, it is too early to speculate what ad-
ditional counterdrug funding requests will be presented to Con-
gress in fiscal year 2006 for the Defense Department’s commit-
ments to support the war on drugs.
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The subcommittee remains committed to the efforts of the U.S.
governmental agencies that combat the devastating effects of ille-
gal drug usage within this country. According to the Center for Dis-
ease Control’s preliminary estimates for 2003, over 25,000 Ameri-
cans died of drug-related causes.

To put this in perspective, we have never lost this many Ameri-
cans annually to a post-World War II military or terrorist cam-
paign. This staggering statistic is significant when we consider that
we have lost over 1,500 brave Americans in Iraq since Operation
Iraqi Freedom began, accounting for less than 3 percent of those
lost to drugs over the same time period. We have lost more Ameri-
cans to drugs than were killed in all the terrorist acts to date.
Therefore, it is vitally important that we maintain vigorous efforts
to control the sources of supply for narcotics and to interdict them
before reaching the United States.

The explosion of heroin production and trafficking in Afghanistan
has caused some to believe that the Defense Department’s
counterdrug efforts in that country to have been too little and too
late. As the President’s Drug Strategy Report notes, “If all of Af-
ghanistan’s opium were converted to heroin, the result would be
582 metric tons of heroin. By comparison, Colombia and Mexico
combined produced roughly 22 metric tons of pure heroin in 2003,
more than enough to satisfy U.S. consumption.”

In 2004, United Nations opium poppy survey reflected that Af-
ghanistan produced over 80 percent of the world’s heroin. If the sit-
uation in Afghanistan is not reversed, the destabilizing effects of
the drug trade there could reverse all of our gains in that country
since 2001. It takes little imagination to understand that a thriving
drug trade in Afghanistan is financing narco-terrorist forces, able
to threaten the government in Afghanistan and threaten the re-
gion. Here in the target market for illegal drugs, we may also see
a rise in the number of heroin-related deaths, and even more
deaths among European nations.

What the subcommittee hopes to learn today, in order to reverse
the deadly trends we are already seeing in Afghanistan, whether
DOD needs to refocus its priorities on the destruction of stockpiled
drugs and drug processing facilities, support aerial and drug eradi-
cation of opium, and interdict precursor chemicals necessary for
drug production. These efforts are essential for Afghanistan to be
firmly set on the road to democracy and away from corruption, tyr-
anny, and terrorism.

While the subcommittee believes that DOD has needed to step
up its counterdrug efforts in Afghanistan, we have equally signifi-
cant concerns about DOD’s continuing commitment to its respon-
sibilities in the Western Hemisphere. In November 1989, Congress
passed the DOD Authorization Act of 1990, in which Congress di-
rected the Department of Defense to serve as the single lead Fed-
eral agency for detection and monitoring of aerial and maritime
transit of illegal drugs into the United States, in support of the
counterdrug activities of the Federal, State, local, and foreign law
enforcement agencies. DOD accomplishes this task by providing
airborne and ground based detection in areas of known drug smug-
gling activities.
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However, DOD’s level of effort to fulfill this responsibility is evi-
denced by the sharp reduction in aerial support to the Source and
Transit Zones. According to records maintained by the Joint Inter-
agency Task Force South, maritime patrol hours have dropped
drastically due to the U.S. Navy’s reduction of authorized P-3
flight hours in the Transit Zone. For example, Transit Zone naval
maritime patrol aircraft hours decreased from 5,964 hours in 2002
to 4,634 hours in 2003 to only 1,741 hours in 2004, a drop of 71
percent in the Transit Zone in only 2 years.

In the Source Zone, the Navy’s signal-intelligence capable P-3’s
provided only 403 hours in 2004, a drop of 35 percent from 2001
levels, while the U.S. Air Force E-3 AWACS flew a total of 81
hours for all of calendar year 2004. If we were to rely just on the
U.S. Navy and Air Force assets in the Source Zone, we would have
had planes in the air less than 9 percent of the time last year.

The continual degradation of the Tethered Aerostat Radar Sys-
tem [TARS] is a further example of concern with respect to DOD’s
counterdrug commitment in the Western Hemisphere. The U.S. Air
Force, which took over control of TARS from the U.S. Customs
Service in 2000, has reduced the number of TARS radar sites from
14 to 8. This has left the United States nearly blind to air and ma-
rine smuggling activities along the entire Gulf Coast, stretching
from the east coast of Texas to the southern tip of Florida, and
from the eastern coast of Florida to Puerto Rico.

I personally inspected this dangerous lack of coverage in the Gulf
of Mexico when we visited Custom and Border Protection’s Air and
Marine Operations Center in March of this year. The lack of any
radar feed for the entire Gulf area highlighted just how vulnerable
we are to air and marine intruders transiting the region into the
United States.

In 1989, when Congress authorized DOD to support Federal,
State, local, and foreign law enforcement agencies, the Interagency
counterdrug assets and programs were not yet capable of primary
detection and monitoring duties. However, the world has changed
since then. The most obvious change happened in 2004 when Con-
gress created the Department of Homeland Security.

Within the Department of Homeland Security, the Customs and
Border Protection houses the combined air and marine assets of
the legacy Customs Service and the U.S. Border Patrol. Similarly,
the U.S. Coast Guard has a full inventory of vessels and aircraft
capable of armed takedowns of vessels carrying contraband. Less
obvious is the maturation of the counterdrug capabilities within
the Department of Homeland Security. Even though the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security operates aged aircraft and vessels, they
account for the majority of the aerial and marine patrols respon-
sible for the majority of seizures in the Source and Transit Zones.

The subcommittee recently was made aware of the DOD-drafted
amendments to the fiscal year 2006 DOD authorization bill that
were prepared for the White House Office of Management and
Budget and they are very troubling. One amendment would effec-
tively place DOD as the lead agency for detection and monitoring
of aerial and marine transit of illegal drugs outside of the Western
Hemisphere.
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We have already seen how DOD support in the Western Hemi-
sphere has declined over years. A second amendment would allow
“Funds available to the Department of Defense for drug interdic-
tion and counterdrug activities may be used by the Secretary of De-
fense for detecting, monitoring, interdicting terrorists, and other
transnational threats.” This language would allow DOD to take
funding Congress set aside for DOD’s counterdrug responsibilities
and use those funds for missions that may be wholly unrelated to
its counternarcotics commitments.

The drug interdiction capabilities within the Department of
Homeland Security and the Department of Justice compels Con-
gress to reevaluate the counterdrug roles and responsibilities of
U.S. Government agencies. The fundamental questions the sub-
committee needs to ask this panel are: One, has the appropriated
DOD counterdrug efforts yielded tangible results in our efforts to
stop the increase of poppy cultivation in Afghanistan? Two, have
the current commitments of DOD to engage in two separate con-
flicts hampered their ability to support the Nation’s counterdrug ef-
forts in this hemisphere? Three, do DOD counterdrug assets and
capabilities provide services unique only to military requiring larg-
er operating costs? Four, have we appropriately designed a Joint
Interagency structure that promotes DOD supporting law enforce-
ment efforts? Five, is it still appropriate for DOD to be the lead
Federal agency for detection and monitoring of drug shipments in
the transit zone, or should this responsibility and funding be in-
stead transferred to the Department of Homeland Security?

Today we have a panel of very experienced witnesses to answer
these and other questions posed by the subcommittee. From the Of-
fice of the Secretary of Defense we have the principal operator of
DOD’s counterdrug budget, Ms. Marybeth Long, Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Special Operations and Low Intensity Con-
flict. From USNORTHCOM we have Colonel John Nelson. From
USCENTCOM we have Deputy Director of Operations. From
USSOUTHCOM we have the Deputy Director Captain Ed Turner.
From the Office of National Drug Control Policy we have Mr.
Lennard Wolfson, Assistant Deputy Director of the Office of Supply
Reduction.

We thank all of you for coming and appreciate that very much.

It was Captain Stahlman from CENTCOM. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Mark E. Souder follows:]
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Opening Statement
Chairman Mark Souder

2006 DoD Counternarcotics Budget: Does It Deliver the
Necessary Support?”

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy
And Human Resources
Committee on Government Reform

May 10, 2005

Good afternoon; I want to thank you all for coming to this very important hearing that continues
our series of hearings reviewing the President’s National Drug Control Strategy and FY 2006 Budget
proposal. Today we focus on the counterdrug responsibilities of the Department of Defense.

Due to the jurisdictional responsibility of the Subcommittee, we pay very close attention to drug
supply and interdiction initiatives contained within the President’s National Drug Control Strategy and
Budget. Our oversight activities evaluate departmental authorizations, appropriations, as well as the
efficiency and effectiveness of the departmental efforts. The President’s budget request for 2006, now
before Congress, asks for approximately $12.5 billion dollars for counterdrug initiatives. The
President’s Drug Strategy has requested that nearly $900 million be appropriated to the Department of
Defense (DoD) through its Office of Special Operations and Low Intensity Conflict.

This budget request does not include the wartime supplemental requests that will fund the war
efforts in Iraq and Afghanistan in 2006. For FY 2005, the Department of Defense received an additional
$315 million in supplemental funds for counter-narcotics activities in Afghanistan. However, it is too
early to speculate what additional counterdrug funding requests will be presented to Congress in FY
2006 for the Defense Department’s commitments to support the war on drugs.

The Subcommittee remains committed to the efforts of the United States Governmental agencies
that combat the devastating effects of illegal drug usage within this country. According to the Center for
Disease Control’s preliminary estimates for 2003, over 25,000 Americans died of drug-related causes.
To put this in perspective, we have never lost this many Americans annually to a post -World War II
military or terrorist campaign. This staggering statistic is significant when we consider that we have lost
over 1,500 brave Americans in Iraq since Operation Iraqi Freedom began, accounting for less than 3
percent of those lost to drugs over the same period of time. We have lost more Americans to drugs than
were killed in all terrorist acts to date. Therefore, it is vitally important that we maintain vigorous
efforts to control the sources of supply for narcotics and to interdict them before reaching the United
States.

The explosion of heroin production and trafficking in Afghanistan has caused some to believe
that the Defense Department’s counterdrug efforts in that country to have been too little and too late. As
the President’s Drug Strategy Report notes, “If all of Afghanistan’s opium were converted to heroin, the
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result would be 582 metric tons of heroin. By comparison, Colombia and Mexico combined produced
roughly 22 metric tons of pure heroin in 2003, more than enough to satisfy U.S. consumption.”

The 2004 United Nations opium poppy survey reflected that Afghanistan produced over 80% of
the world’s heroin. If the situation in Afghanistan is not reversed, the destabilizing effects of the drug
trade there could reverse all of our gains in that country since 2001. It takes little imagination to
understand that a thriving drug trade in Afghanistan is financing narco-terrorist forces, able to threaten
the government in Afghanistan and threaten the region. Here in the target market for illegal drugs, we
may also see a rise in the number of heroin-related deaths, and even more death among European
nations.

What the subcommittee hopes to leamn today, in order to reverse the deadly trends we are already
seeing in Afghanistan, whether DoD needs to refocus its priorities on the destruction of stockpiled drugs
and drug processing facilities, support acrial and ground eradication of opium, and interdict precursor
chemicals necessary for drug production. These efforts are essential for Afghanistan to be firmly set on
the road to democracy and away from corruption, tyranny, and terrorism.

‘While the Subcommittee believes that DoD has needed to step up its counterdrug efforts in
Afghanistan, we have equally significant concerns about DoD’s continuing commitment to its
responsibilities in the Western Hemisphere. In November 1989, Congress passed the DoD
Authorization Act of 1990, in which Congress directed the Department of Defense to serve as the single
lead federal agency for detection and monitoring of aerial and maritime transit of illegal drugs into the
United States, in support of the counterdrug activities of Federal, State, local and foreign law
enforcement agencies. DoD accomplishes this task by providing airborne and ground based detection in
areas of known drug smuggling activities.

However, DoD’s level of effort to fulfill this responsibility is evidenced by the sharp reduction
in aerial support to the Source and Transit Zones. According to records maintained by Joint Interagency
Task Force South, maritime patrol aircraft (MPA) hours have dropped drastically due to the U.S. Navy’s
reduction of authorized P-3 flight hours in the Transit Zone. For example, Transit Zone naval marine
patrol aircraft patrol hours decreased from 5,964 hours in 2002 to 4,634 hours in 2003 to only 1,741
hours in 2004, a drop of 71% in only two years.

In the Source Zone, the Navy’s signal-intelligence capable P-3’s provided only 403 hours in
2004 (a drop of 35% from 2001 levels) while the United States Air Force’s E-3 AWACS flew a total of
81 hours for all of calendar year 2004. If we were to rely just on the U.S. Navy and Air Force assets in
the Source Zone, we would have had planes in the air for less than 9% of the time last year.

The continual degradation of the Tethered Aerostat Radar System (TARS) is a further example
of concern with respect to DoD’s counterdrug commitment in the Western Hemisphere. The U.S. Air
Force, which took over control of TARS from the U.S. Customs Service in 1992, has reduced the
number of TARS radar sites from 14 to 8. This has left the U.S. nearly blind to air and marine
smuggling activities along the entire Gulf Coast (stretching from the east coast of Texas to the southern
tip of Florida) and from the eastern coast of Florida to Puerto Rico. I personally inspected this
dangerous lack of coverage in the Gulf of Mexico when we visited Custom and Border Protection’s Air
and Marine Operations Center in March of this year. The lack of any radar feed for the entire Gulif area
highlighted just how vulnerable we are to air and marine intruders transiting the region into the United
States.

In 1989 when Congress authorized DoD to support Federal, State, local, and foreign law
enforcement agencies, the Interagency counterdrug assets and programs were not yet capable of primary

2
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detection and monitoring duties. However, the world has changed since then. The most obvious change
happened in 2002 when Congress created the Department of Homeland Security. Within the
Department of Homeland Security the Customs and Border Protection (CBP) houses the combined air
and marine assets of the legacy Customs Service and the U.S. Border Patrol. Similarly, the U.S. Coast
Guard has a full inventory of vessels and aircraft capable of armed take downs of vessels carrying
contraband. Less obvious is the maturation of the counterdrug capabilities within the Department of
Homeland Security. Even though the Department of Homeland Security operates aged aircraft and
vessels, they account for the majority of the aerial and marine patrols responsible for the majority of the
seizures in the Source and Transit Zones.

The Subcommittee recently was made aware of DoD-drafted amendments to the FY06 DoD
authorization bill that were prepared for the White House Office of Management and Budget for that are
very troubling. One amendment would effectively place DoD as the lead agency for detection and
monitoring of aerial and maritime transit of illegal drugs outside of the Western Hemisphere (we have
already seen how DoD support in the Western Hemisphere has declined over time). A second
amendment would allow “Funds available to the Department of Defense for drug interdiction and
counter-drug activities may be used by the Secretary of Defense for detecting, monitoring, interdicting
terrorists, and other related transnational threats.” This language would allow DoD to take funding
Congress set aside for DoD’s counterdrug responsibilities and use those funds for missions that may be
wholly unrelated to its counter-narcotics commitments.

The drug interdiction capabilities within the Department of Homeland Security and the
Department of Justice compels Congress to reevaluate the counterdrug roles and responsibilities of the
U.S. governmental agencies. The fundamental questions the Subcommittee needs to ask this panel are:

1) Has the appropriated DoD counterdrug efforts yielded tangible results in our efforts to stop the
increase of poppy cultivation in Afghanistan?

2) Have the current commitments of DoD to engage in two separate conflicts hampered their
ability to support the nation’s counterdrug efforts in this hemisphere?

3) Do DoD counterdrug assets and capabilities provide services unique only to the military
requiring larger operating costs?

4) Have we appropriately designed a Joint Interagency structure that promotes DoD supporting law
enforcement efforts?

5) Is it still appropriate for DoD to be the lead federal agency for detection and monitoring of drug

shipments in the transit zone — or should this responsibility and funding be instead transferred to

the Department of Homeland Security.

Nt

Today we have a panel of very experienced witnesses to help answer these and other questions
posed by the Subcommittee. From the Office of the Secretary of Defense we have the principal operator
of DoD’s counterdrug budget, Ms. Marybeth Long, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special
Operations and Low Intensity Conflict (SOLIC). From Joint Task Force North, USNORTHCOM, we
have the Director of Plans, Colonel John D. Nelson. From USCENTCOM, we have the Assistant
Operations Officer, Captain Jim Stahlman. From USSOUTHCOM we have Deputy Director for
Current Operations, Captain Ed Turner. From the Office of National Drug Control Policy we have Mr.
Lennard Wolfson, Assistant Deputy Director of the Office of Supply Reduction. We look forward to
your testimony and insight into this very important topic of DoD counterdrug support.
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Mr. SOUDER. I would now like to yield to Mr. Cummings for an
opening statement.

Mr. CuMMINGS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank you
for holding today’s important hearing on the President’s fiscal year
2006 budget request for counternarcotics programs within the De-
partment of Defense.

Our Nation’s military plays a vital role in many aspects of our
Nation’s drug control strategy.

In the area of supply reduction, the military provides essential
support for interdiction and eradication efforts both internationally
and domestically.

Much of the funding the Defense Department receives for
counterdrug activities supports interdiction efforts aimed at keep-
ing illicit drugs produced in Colombia and other Andean region na-
tions from reaching the United States. Nearly all of the cocaine
consumed in the United States and most of the heroin consumed
on the East Coast originates in Colombia. Throughout the transit
zone and at our borders, the military provides critical support to
Federal, State, and local law enforcement to help identify and stop
drug traffickers, as well as possible terrorist threats.

Since the toppling of the Taliban regime in response to the 9/11
attacks, Afghanistan has become a major focus of U.S. interdiction
and eradication efforts. Income derived from the illicit Afghan
opium trade supported the Taliban and al Qaeda prior to 9/11.
Today, narcoterrorism, fueled by the Afghan opium trade, rep-
resents the single greatest threat to the stability and the longevity
of Afghanistan’s fledgling democracy. The military support of inter-
diction and eradication missions within Afghanistan and through-
out Central Asia are key to our efforts to counteract the recent ex-
plosion in Afghan opium cultivation and production.

The military supports similar missions in every part of the world
where drugs and narcoterrorism pose significant threats. But fund-
ing for Defense Department counterdrug activities also supports es-
sential demand reduction programs to reduce drug use within the
military and military communities, in addition to providing vital
tactical, technical, and material support to domestic law enforce-
ment and community prevention programs.

The President’s fiscal year 2006 budget request proposes to de-
vote $896 million to counterdrug efforts within the Department of
Defense. These efforts are centrally coordinated by the Office of
Counternarcotics, with oversight from the Office of Special Oper-
ations and Low Intensity Conflict.

Apart from examining the adequacy of the President’s proposed
funding for DOD counterdrug programs, this hearing will address
questions about the effectiveness of the Pentagon’s counterdrug ef-
forts and the extent to which the military recognizes and treats
counternarcotics as a high-priority mission. Key questions include:
Are resources being diverted from counterdrug efforts in the transit
zone, resulting in reduced surveillance of drug trafficking targets
bound for the United States?

Should the military assume a larger, more direct role in inter-
dicting and eradicating opium in Afghanistan, or would this alien-
ate the Afghan public and compromise counterterrorism missions
that depend upon Afghan intelligence and cooperation?
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Is there tension between the counterterrorism and counter-
narcotics missions or are they truly complementary?

How do we measure the effectiveness of these programs in the
context of a National Drug Control Strategy that states as its “sin-
gular goal” reducing drug use in the United States?

As you know, Mr. Chairman, I have expressed deep concerns
about the shift of emphasis within the President’s overall drug
budget request.

The President has proposed deep cuts for demand reduction pro-
grams and programs that support drug enforcement at the State
and local level. Safe and Drug-Free Schools and the High Intensity
Drug Trafficking Areas program are glaring examples. Even within
the President’s request for the Department of Defense, this trend
appears, as the National Guard’s Drug Demand Reduction program
is slated for a sharp cut.

Meanwhile, the President proposes substantial increases for
international supply reduction efforts that, despite yielding record
seizures and eradication estimates, have demonstrated no impact
on the availability or price of drugs in the United States.

Mr. Chairman, the President’s 2005 National Drug Control Strat-
egy emphasizes “balance” and states that program effectiveness
will be the basis for drug budget funding decisions. Unfortunately,
testimony from our previous hearings on the President’s drug budg-
et have cast doubt on the credibility of both of these themes in the
strategy.

Today’s hearing offers an opportunity to examine another impor-
tant area of the Federal drug control budget and I thank you for
your close attention to this subject.

Finally, let me say this. Whatever our views on the President’s
budget and the direction of the National Drug Control Strategy, we
deeply appreciate the efforts and the sacrifice of the men and
women of the U.S. armed forces. We are grateful for their devotion
to fthe many missions they perform to keep America and its people
safe.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I look forward to the testimony of our
witnesses and I yield back.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Elijah E. Cummings follows:]
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Opening Statement
Representative Elijah E. Cammings, D-Maryland-7
Ranking Minority Member
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and Human Resources
Committee on Government Reform
U.S. House of Representatives
109" Congress

Hearing on “2006 DoD Counternarcotics Budget: Does It Deliver the Necessary Support?”
May 10, 2005
Mr. Chairman,

Thank you for holding today’s important hearing on the President’s FY 2006 budget request
for counternarcotics programs within the Department of Defense.

Our nation’s military plays a vital role in many aspects of our nation’s drug control strategy.

In the area of supply reduction, the military provides essential support for interdiction and
eradication efforts both internationally and domestically.

Much of the funding the Defense Department receives for counterdrug activities supports
interdiction efforts aimed at keeping illicit drugs produced in Colombia and other Andean region
nations from reaching the United States. Nearly all of the cocaine consumed in the United States
and most of the heroin consumed on the East Coast originates in Colombia. Throughout the transit
zone and at our borders, the military provides critical support to federal, state, and local law
enforcement to help identify and stop drug traffickers, as well as possible terrorist threats.

Since the toppling of the Taliban regime in response to the 9/11 attacks, Afghanistan has
become a major focus of U.S. interdiction and eradication efforts. Income derived from the illicit
Afghan opium trade supported the Taliban and Al Qaeda prior to 9/11. Today, narco-terrorism,
fueled by the Afghan opium trade, represents the single greatest threat to the stability and longevity
of Afghanistan’s fledgling democracy. The military’s support of interdiction and eradication
missions within Afghanistan and throughout Central Asia are key to our efforts to counteract the
recent explosion in Afghan opium cultivation and production.

The military supports similar missions in every part of the world where drugs and narco-
terrorism pose significant threats. But funding for Defense Department counterdrug activities also
supports essential demand reduction programs to reduce drug use within the military and military
communities, in addition to providing vital tactical, technical, and material support to domestic law
enforcement and community prevention programs.

The President’s FY 2006 budget request proposes to devote $896 million to counterdrug
efforts within the Department of Defense. These efforts are centrally coordinated by the Office of
Counternarcotics, with oversight from the Office of Special Operations and Low Intensity Conflict.

Apart from examining the adequacy of the President’s proposed funding for DoD
counterdrug programs, this hearing will address questions about the effectiveness of the Pentagon’s
1
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counterdrug efforts and the extent to which the military recognizes and treats counternarcotics as a
high-priority mission. Key questions include:

»  Are resources being diverted from counterdrug efforts in the transit zone, resulting in
reduced surveillance of drug trafficking targets bound for the United States?

»  Should the military should assume a larger, more direct role in interdicting and
eradicating opium in Afghanistan, or would this alienate the Afghan public and
compromise counterterrorism missions that depend upon Afghan intelligence and
cooperation?

= s there tension between the counter-terrorism and counternarcotics missions or are
they truly complementary?

* How do we measure the effectiveness of these programs in the context of a National
Drug Control Strategy that states as its “singular goal” reducing drug use in the
United States?

As you know Mr. Chairman, I have expressed deep concerns about the shift of emphasis
within the President’s overall drug budget request.

The President has proposed deep cuts for demand reduction programs and programs that
support drug enforcement at the state and local level. Safe and Drug Free Schools and the High
Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas program are glaring examples. Even within the President’s
request for the Department of Defense, this trend appears, as the National Guard’s Drug Demand
Reduction program is slated for a sharp cut.

Meanwhile, the President proposes substantial increases for international supply reduction
efforts that, despite yielding record seizures and eradication estimates, have demonstrated no impact
on the availability or price of drugs in the United States.

Mr. Chairman, the President’s 2005 National Drug Control Strategy emphasizes “balance”
and states that program effectiveness will be the basis for drug budget funding decisions.
Unfortunately, testimony from our previous hearings on the President’s drug budget have cast doubt
on the credibility of both of those themes in the Strategy.

Today’s hearing offers an opportunity to examine another important area of the federal drug
control budget and I thank you for your close attention to this subject.

Finally, let me say that, whatever our views on the President’s budget and the direction of
the National Drug Control Strategy, we deeply appreciate the efforts and the sacrifice of the men

and women of the U.S. armed forces. We are grateful for their devotion to the many missions they
perform to keep America and its people safe.

I look forward to the testimony of our witnesses and I yield back my remaining time.

#Ht
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Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Ruppersberger.

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. A lot has been said. I think basically the
bigger picture is that we know we are at war, No. 1, and we need
to support the war fighter. We also are at war with terrorism, and
that is another issue that we are dealing with. But if you look at
the statistics, I think you will find that drugs probably are our
worst enemy in the world. For example, in the United States of
America, more violent crime, about 85 percent of all violent crime
that is committed is drug related.

Now, the majority of these drugs come other parts of the world,
and we need to refocus and we need the team effort that we have
in Iraq and Afghanistan that we know is working well. And I am
not just talking about the military. The NSA, CIA; the whole team
effort. I think we need to refocus on that teamwork approach.

Right now, I think the evidence shows the majority of the drugs
that come to this country come through Mexico. I believe that is
the U.S. Northern Command’s jurisdiction. Now, if we could put
the same emphasis on Mexico with that teamwork approach that
we do in Iraq and Afghanistan, our country would be a lot better
off. We have not focused in that regard, and it is important that
we continue to refocus our priorities and where our money is going
to go.

My final concern is the issue of the narco-terrorist. The bad guys
say in Mexico—and I am focusing on Mexico now, Northern Com-
mand—are the ones that are getting the people across our borders
illegally are the ones that are dealing with the drugs. They are, I
am sure, the same people that an al Qaeda will go to in order to
get the people that we don’t want in our country, the cells that con-
cern us for our national security, and we haven’t put enough em-
phasis in that regard.

Now, unfortunately, I have another hearing on national security
downstairs, but I would hope that this issue could be addressed,
the focus of a team approach—the DOD, which includes, NSA, CIA,
the military—and hope that we could refocus our efforts as it re-
lates to drugs with respect to Mexico. We know a lot of the drugs
come from Colombia and other parts of South America, but they
are coming through in Mexico, and we have not done the job that
we need to do.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SOUDER. Thank you very much. We appreciate each of you
coming. As each of us have said, we appreciate the contributions
of the military, and we know we are multitasking everybody, and
we can feel it in our own districts.

The question is that to be able to do all these tasks, we need to
know what in fact we are doing and which things are being short-
ed. And if things are being shorted, then we need to be told, as
Congress, look, this is what we are being shorted and we either
need to spend the money or acknowledge we are shorting them. We
don’t expect people to do three things simultaneously without ade-
quate funding, and that is really part of what we are trying to fig-
ure out and how to prioritize in our budgets and why we are hav-
ing the budget hearings.

We are going to start with Marybeth Long.
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. First, I need to swear everybody in. I forgot that. Let me do that
rst.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mr. SOUDER. Let the record show that each witness responded in
the affirmative.

I also ask unanimous consent that all Members have 5 legislative
days to submit written statements and questions for the hearing
record, and that any answers to written questions provided by the
witnesses also be included in the record. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

I also ask unanimous consent that all exhibits, documents, and
other materials referred to by Members may be included in the
hearing record, and that all Members may be permitted to revise
and extend their remarks. Without objection, it is so ordered.

We are going to start with Marybeth Long, Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary of Special Operations and Low Intensity Conflict for the De-
partment of Defense. Thank you very much for joining us.

STATEMENTS OF MARYBETH LONG, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY, SPECIAL OPERATIONS AND LOW INTENSITY CON-
FLICT, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE; COLONEL JOHN D. NEL-
SON, DIRECTOR OF PLANS, JOINT TASK FORCE NORTH, U.S.
NORTHERN COMMAND; CAPTAIN EDMUND TURNER, DEPUTY
DIRECTOR FOR OPERATIONS, U.S. SOUTHERN COMMAND;
CAPTAIN JIM STAHLMAN, ASSISTANT OPERATIONS OFFI-
CER, U.S. CENTRAL COMMAND; AND LENNARD WOLFSON, AS-
SISTANT DEPUTY DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF SUPPLY REDUC-
TION, OFFICE OF NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL POLICY

STATEMENT OF MARYBETH LONG

Ms. LoNG. Thank you very much, Chairman Souder, Representa-
tive Cummings, Representative Ruppersberger. I want to thank
you first on behalf of the Department of Defense for the oppor-
tunity to come here today to discuss our counternarcotics programs
and activities for fiscal year 2006. The leadership and, in fact, the
valued support that your committee and subcommittee give us,
quite frankly, are critical to us being able to maintain not only
what we are doing, but what we hope to do in the future as part
of our counterdrug efforts. And specifically, Mr. Chairman, I know
that you are in particular dedicated to this cause, and we thank
you.

As you know, the Department spends a tremendous amount of
resources on its counterdrug programs and activities, and these fall
into three general areas. The first is our obligation to reduce the
amount of drugs that come into our country; second, we need to
contribute to force readiness by our aggressive counternarcotics
and drug testing programs within the military; and, third, we be-
lieve it is our obligation to assist other countries in developing
their capacities and their resources to interdict the drugs in their
countries so that they never reach our shores. In doing that, the
Department, for fiscal year 2006, has requested $895 million in
order to continue these programs and activities.

I am told that there are those who believe that the Department
of Defense is either unwilling or unable to perform its counter-
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narcotics obligations and responsibilities, and I am here to tell you
today that those individuals are mistaken. I will give you five data
points in which I will substantiate my assertion.

First, last year, JIATF-South, the joint International Operation
Center down in Key West, FL, which I believe many of you have
visited, interdicted more cocaine than ever before, approximately
200 metric tons, which represents about a 43 percent increase over
the previous year. But I don’t think the JIATF-South success
should be measured solely in metric tons of cocaine, any more than
I believe the Department’s commitment to the counterdrug effort
should be measured in the number of ships or planes that on any
particular day are operating in that AOR.

The Department has been consistent in its support to Colombia.
It sends troops and Marines to Colombia to train and work with
the Colombians in interdicting the drugs in that country. In addi-
tion, overwhelmingly the infrastructure, funds, and personnel at
JIATF-South belong and are contributed by the Department of De-
fense.

In fiscal year 2006, in fact, the Department of Defense, out of its
internal budget, added $40 million, in a time of war in Afghanistan
and Iraq, toward augmenting the fight in Colombia and providing
our Colombian colleagues, who are doing so well there in the
counternarcoterrorist fight.

Likewise, although there are problems with the P-3 that all of
you are aware of—and these are problems in the entire P-3 com-
munity—the Department has been diligent in seeking other ways
to fill the P-3 gap by using other resources for the MPA problem.
And I am going to be deferring to Captain Edmund Turner to give
you details on those gap fillers.

And, finally, as you are aware, the National Guard last year, de-
spite an incredible up tempo, supporting our forces in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, increased their aviation hours by over 600 hours in sup-
port of domestic law enforcement.

Turning just a moment to our domestic support. A total of about
$200 million of our budget request will be for domestic support pro-
grams. As you are well aware, most of those programs are executed
through JTF-North out of El Paso, TX, in conjunction with the Na-
tional Guard. I recently had the opportunity to go to El Paso and
meet with JTF-North and visit with the Guard, and I believe, Mr.
Chairman, that you are correct that, in particular, the Guard’s ef-
forts toward demand reduction and their outreach toward schools
and those who may be less fortunate and involved in drug pro-
grams at a very grassroots level are important.

JTF also works closely with the Mexico. In particular, we provide
literal training to the Mexican forces. In addition, our domestic pro-
grams include classified information systems to the HIDTA, which
we think are integral to our support of State and local law enforce-
ment.

The southwest border is not the only place where drugs are
crossing into our country. The northern border is another area of
critical concern. JTF-North and the National Guard are both work-
ing with the Canadians in order to enhance our cooperation toward
all smuggling events across that border.
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On the southwest border, as in our other borders, smugglers
transport drugs, criminals, illegal aliens, arms, and cash. They
take advantage and exploit the openness of our society and pose a
threat to our way of life. Other countries suffer the same problem,
and we are attempting to engage those countries, particularly Co-
lombia and Afghanistan, in helping them interdict those smuggling
events so that the drugs that are leaving their country never reach
our borders.

Our programs are focused on providing assistance to those de-
mocracies where the drug networks are or support threats to demo-
cratic institutions and free societies, such as Colombia, and in our
request approximately $429 million will go toward these inter-
national counternarcotics programs worldwide.

I gave you a brief outline of our SOUTHCOM efforts, with a
focus on JIATF-South. As you know, SOUTHCOM does much more
in its AOR, and I will again defer to Captain Turner to provide you
with additional details on that.

In the Central Command area of operations, you are correct that
we have a huge explosion of poppy growth, and this has raised
fears that not only is that heroin exploding for the normal consum-
ers that are Russia and Europe, but that there is so much opium
coming out of Afghanistan that at some point it will reach our
shores. That is my fear.

In addition, the moneys gained from the opium production out of
Afghanistan I believe are directly contributing to insurgent terror-
ists and other efforts to subvert the democracy there and pose a di-
rect threat to our coalition forces in Afghanistan. To that end,
President Bush and President Karzai have made fighting drug traf-
ficking a priority in Afghanistan, as have we.

In fiscal year 2006, we will buildupon our efforts that were fund-
ed last year through the supplemental and assist the Afghans in
building their capacity to address this threat. The Department will
provide substantial counternarcoterrorism support to the infra-
structure of the police, in particular, training and equipment, and
logistic support to those facilities and teams that are supported by
the United Kingdom, as lead country, as well as those that are
being led currently by our sister law enforcement agency, EDEA.

To date, the Department has been responsible for the only U.S.
trained counternarcotic interdiction force in Afghanistan. The De-
partment funded, financed, and actually provided the training of
the National Interdiction Unit, which now is currently approxi-
mately 130 people in Afghanistan. That unit is being led success-
fully by the DEA, and I will defer to Captain Stahlman from
CENTCOM to provide you with additional details on those efforts.

Since July 2004, our coalition forces have reported at least 21
events in which they have come across drugs or drug paraphernalia
in the course of their normal duties and disposed of those drugs.
In addition, those do not count the times when our forces are en-
countering drugs in the company of provincial reconstruction teams
[PRTs] when those drugs or individuals were turned over to local
Afghan authorities.

In short, the intelligence packages that are developed CFC-
Alpha, Combined Forces Command-Afghanistan, in conjunction
with our CIA, DEA, and U.K. colleagues, have formed the founda-
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tion of the Interdiction Unit’s successes to date, not only the Na-
tional Interdiction Unit, which is working with the DEA, but the
Special Narcotics Force led by the United Kingdom.

One note in particular. Afghanistan is a complex and difficult sit-
uation, and, like the drug problem in the United States, it is abso-
lutely critical that the Inter-Agency cooperate and integrate its ef-
forts. The Department of Defense cannot succeed in Afghanistan if
every other department likewise does not succeed. Our sister agen-
cies—the State Department, the DEA, USAID providing alternative
livelihoods, United Kingdom, and the Afghans themselves—are ab-
solutely critical to our efforts there. Without the support of Presi-
dent Karzai, and without the alternative livelihood and economic
resources that are to be made available to Afghans as an alter-
native to drug production, we will all fail.

In the Pacific Command AOR, the Department will bolster well
established counternarco efforts, particularly those in Southeast
Asia, where the United States and Asian partners face challenging
combinations of terrorism, narcotics trafficking extremism, and a
serious need for increased maritime security. Currently, PACOM
and JIATF-West—which, as you know, was moved last year from
California to Honolulu—are focusing their operations on the more
mature programs that we have operating out of Thailand, but are
also developing new programs in nations of interest such as Malay-
sia, Indonesia, and the Philippines.

In Europe and in the African AORs, the Department will in-
crease its cooperation and information exchange with new and old
allies in Europe to become more effective in these theaters of oper-
ation. We are also developing a Trans-Saharan initiative that is de-
signed to train and equip the military, Coast Guard, and other
partner nations interdiction in that area.

Integral to our efforts are the intelligence and technological sup-
port that the budget that you provide us allows us to develop. A
total of approximately $139 million of the moneys that we are re-
questing are for intelligence programs to collect, process, analyze,
and disseminate information required for counternarcoterrorism
operations. I believe, Mr. Chairman, you are aware of the Pulsed
Fast Neutron Analysis that we have in Texas, which may very well
be the first nonintrusive interdiction effort that may have applica-
tions for our sister customs and border agencies worldwide. Like-
wise, the Athena project is a revolutionary integration of maritime
radar and other capabilities that we believe will be applicable to
increase maritime security worldwide.

Again, the basic nature of smuggling threat mandates the need
for actionable intelligence, and the Department is working hard to
develop and increase our capabilities in this area.

In conclusion, on behalf of the Department, I appreciate your
continued support of our counternarcotics programs, in particular
your support for our Afghan and Colombian programs. If it were
not for the support and for the leadership of this committee, we
would not have made the advances that I believe we have made
particularly in Colombia over the last years.

I stand by and look forward to answering your questions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Long follows:]
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INTRODUCTION

Chairman Souder, Representative Cummings, distinguished members of the
Committee, it is my pleasure to appear before you today to discuss the Department of
Defense’s counterdrug budget for Fiscal Year 2006. I appreciate the support you give
these programs and value your continued leadership.

My office, the Office of Counternarcotics, with oversight from the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Special Operations and Low Intensity Conflict and the Under
Secretary of Defense for Policy, is the single focal point for the Department’s
counternarcotics activities, and as such is responsible for ensuring that the Department
develops and implements a focused counternarcotics program with clear priorities and
measured results. Consistent with applicable laws, authorities, regulations, and funding,
the Department of Defense works to ensure that sufficient forces and resources are
allocated to the counternarcotics mission to achieve our goals.

As you are aware, illegal drug use exacts a heavy toll on American society every
year. It accounts for billions of dollars in direct and indirect costs including health care
costs, lost revenue due to crime, social welfare costs and lost productivity. While cocaine
continues to be the most serious drug threat, heroin, synthetic drugs, methamphetamines,
and marijuana are also serious concerns. The Department of Defense Counternarcotics
offices does, and will continue to, consider reducing the flow of illegal drugs into this
country, and doing our part to reduce drug use in America as our highest priorities.

Each year, the Department of Defense expends a great deal of time, effort, and
resources to reduce drugs crossing our borders; to contribute to force readiness by
eliminating drug use by military members; and to assist other nations to join us in this
battle, as well as address this terrible problem in their own country. These activities
require integrated efforts across all U.S. government agencies at all levels, as well as
coordination and funding from the foreign countries that we assist so that drugs are
stopped before arriving at our borders.

In Fiscal Year 2006, the Department requested $895.7 million for CN efforts.

STRATEGY AND POLICY

The Department uses its counternarcotics resources as effectively and efficiently
as possible to achieve national and Department counter-narcotics priorities. We focus on
programs that use military-unique resources and capabilities to advance the priorities of
the President’s National Drug Control Strategy, as well as to support the Department’s
defense priorities, including the war on terrorism and the Department’s Security
Cooperation Guidance.
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It is our policy to employ military unique resources to execute the drug detection
and monitoring and other programs in support of these priorities. In general, we use our
resources to support 1) Department of Defense drug demand reduction activities; 2)
counternarcotics detection and monitoring missions; and 3) permissive counternarcotics
support to domestic and host nation law enforcement and/or military forces.

Our four primary mission areas reflect these priorities. These mission areas are:

¢ Demand Reduction: Drug testing, treatment, and outreach to American
citizens and Department personnel.

e Domestic Support: Active duty and National Guard counternarcotics
support to domestic law enforcement, the Southwest Border and parts of the
transit zone, and to Mexico.

e International Support: Detection and monitoring efforts; intelligence
support and analysis; equipment, training, and infrastructure for
participating nations; and focusing on the source and transit zones and other
Presidential priorities.

o Intelligence and Technology Support: SIGINT collection and processing,
intelligence support and analysis, and CN technology efforts supporting our
other activities.

The Department’s request of $895.7 million for the Counternarcotics Central
Transfer Account (CTA) will continue to fund a wide array of unique and effective
programs under this framework. An outline of those programs and budget allocations for
them follow.

Demand Reduction

The Department has budgeted over $128 million in support of our demand
reduction activities. A total of $19.4 million is programmed for the Young Marines and
the National Guard State Plans and Service outreach programs, with an additional $102.7
million for the continued support to the Department of Defense Demand Reduction
Programs. The Department’s demand reduction programs include drug testing for active
duty military, National Guard, Reserve personnel, and Defense Department civilian
employees; drug abuse prevention/education activities for military and civilian personnel
and their dependents; and drug treatment for military personnel.

Because illegal drug use continues to be prevalent in our society, and because drug
use is incompatible with military security-sensitive and dangerous duties, the Department
set a goal in 2002 of reducing the amount of drug use in the military population by 10
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percent in two years, and 25 percent in five years, using 2000 as a baseline. In this
period, the percentage of active duty personnel drug tests that returned positive results for
illicit drugs dropped from 1.26% in 2003 to 0.62 % in 2004; putting the Department of
Defense on its way to meeting the goal for drug positive tests. The Department’s
established policy is to randomly test all military members and designated civilian
employees at a minimum rate of one test per year per member. Our policy also calls for
mandatory consequences for military members who knowingly use drugs.

With the increased exposure by our deployed troops in Afghanistan to opiates, last
year the Department promulgated a demand reduction policy directing all military
members deployed to Afghanistan for more than 60 days to be included in the theater’s
100% random testing program. As of January 2005, no service members in Afghanistan
have tested positive for heroin.

Domestic Support

A total of $199.1M from our FY 2006 budget supports federal, state, and local
drug law enforcement agencies’ (DLEAs) requests for domestic operational and logistical
support, including the Department’s CN support to Mexico. This represents
approximately a quarter of our FY2006 budget request (excluding demand reduction
funding). Since 1989, domestic law enforcement agencies have requested military
support for their respective counter-narcotics operations. This support has historically
included interdiction of cocaine, marijuana, and methamphetamines coming into the
United States; interdiction of cash proceeds exiting the United States; interdiction of
illegal drugs transiting the United States; identification and destruction of domestic
marijuana (growing primarily in California, Kentucky, Hawaii, West Virginia,
Tennessee, Oregon, and Washington); destruction of methamphetamine labs; and the
identification and arrest of drug manufacturers, traffickers, and distributors.

Of this total, $152.7 million will support the National Guard State Plans
supporting domestic law enforcement efforts and the counter-narcoterrorism schools.
The National Guard continues to prove itself as an exceptional partner to law
enforcement in domestic counternarcotics missions that require military-unique skills,
including air/ground reconnaissance, intelligence analysis, and training for law
enforcement agencies.

The southwest border has historically been the primary entry point for the flow of
drugs into the United States, and is vulnerable to a broader range of trans-national threats.
The Department, along with the inter-agency, is working to counter those threats. Most
recently, our office has undertaken discussion with the various agencies, including law
enforcement in El Paso to engage them, through Joint Task Force —North (JTF-N), in
discussions concerning the leveraging and more efficient use of CN dollars supporting
cross border and state efforts to stop the flow of narcotics from Mexico. In addition, we
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are working with the National Guard and NORTHCOM to satisfy an ONDCP request to
better coordinate and integrate this support in marijuana production states. This
coordination will help prioritize and deconflict Title 10, Title 32, and other federal, state,
and local helicopter support for this year’s marijuana eradication missions.

Approximately $33 million is programmed for the southwest border domestic
detection and monitoring efforts provided by tethered aerostats. The Tethered Aerostat
Radar System (TARS) provides dedicated radar surveillance of the US Southwestern
Border, giving a low-altitude, small target surveillance capability - critical for the
detection and monitoring of aircraft with trafficking profiles in eight sites.

Another $14 million is for Domestic Operational Support, such as US Northern
Command (NORTHCOM) counternarcotics support to DLEAs on the southwest border,
as well as support to Mexico. Working closely with USNORTHCOM and the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Homeland Defense (ASD(HD)), this support is managed
through JTF-N in El Paso, Texas. JTF-N provides active duty and reserve personnel for
engineering support, aerial and ground reconnaissance, transportation, logistics,
translation, communications, and intelligence. These counternarcotics activities provide
excellent training in real world situations and contribute to our domestic security.

In terms of our support to Mexico, the Department provides training and support
to Mexican military counternarcotics forces. The training, currently focused on Mexican
Navy littoral operations, is conducted in the United States through formal schools and
mobile training teams deployed to selected sites in Mexico. We continue to seek to
expand our relationship and types of training (to include riverine tactics and operations,
communications, logistics, aircraft operation and maintenance, intelligence, search and
rescue, and medical training) that we provide to the Mexican military counternarcotics
forces.

Finally, the Department is committed to improving information sharing between
the Department of Defense and law enforcement agencies in support of counternarcotics
objectives. We are installing classified computer systems and networks in High Intensity
Drug Trafficking Area intelligence centers, operated by National Guard intelligence
analysts. Active duty and Reserve personnel also play an integral role in arrival zone
detection and monitoring, cross-agency intelligence fusion, and the development of
actionable intelligence.

International Support

On our Southwest and other borders, smugglers transport drugs, illegal aliens,
arms and carry cash. In doing so, they exploit the openness of our society, and pose a
threat to our way of life. Similarly, the overlap of threats along our southwest border is a
problem elsewhere in the world. Engaging other nations to address the problem benefits
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our nation both directly and indirectly. Our support to other countries is designed to
assist them in building their capacity to combat drugs themselves, so that they can stop
drugs in their country before the drugs move to our shores. In addition, our programs are
focused on providing assistance to democracies where drug networks are, or support,
threats to democratic institutions and free economies, such as Colombia.

In our request, $429.1M will fund counter-narcoterrorism programs in the U.S.
Central Command (CENTCOM), U.S. Southern Command (SOUTHCOM), U.S. Pacific
Command (PACOM), and U.S. European Command (EUCOM) Areas of Responsibility
(AORs) to detect, interdict, disrupt or curtail activities related to the cultivation,
processing or transport of illegal drugs; and to building our partners’ capacity to join us
in this effort.

In the SOUTHCOM AOR, the Department will focus its efforts and funding in
Colombia, the heart of the narcoterrorist problem in the region. Funding for programs in
the SOUTHCOM AOR is $368.1 million in FY06, which represents over 85% of the
Department’s international CN support. The vast majority of the world’s coca is grown
in Colombia, and nearly all of the cocaine consumed in the United States is produced and
shipped from Colombia. This coca is primarily grown in remote areas of Colombia
where there has been little government control. Colombian narcoterrorists receive the
majority of their funds from protecting, “taxing” and engaging in this illegal drug trade.
These narcoterrorists seek to overthrow the freely elected Colombian government, the
oldest democracy in Latin America.

Department of Defense support to this effort has been unfailing. In fact, last year
this office successfully secured an additional $40 million for the counternarcotics support
it provides to Colombia during the Department’s internal review of the proposed FY2006
budget. This additional funding sustains the commitment the Department has made to
working with President Uribé and the Colombian military. The aggressive leadership of
President Uribé offers Colombia a unique window of opportunity to preserve Colombian
democracy. Colombia is regaining control of areas long held by narcoterrorists. The
Colombian military has made exceptional progress in fighting drug trafficking and
terrorism while improving respect for human rights.

In recent fiscal years, the Congress provided expanded authority to support our
Colombian efforts, as well as increased the cap on military and civilian personnel serving
in Colombia. The expanded authority will expire at the end of FY 2006. Such support
from Congress has been crucial to leverage our resources both against narcotics and
terrorism, and we are requesting the expanded authority be continued.

In addition to our support for Colombia, the Department is by far the largest
contributor of funds and personnel to the Joint Inter-Agency Task Force (JIATF) South.
Last year, JIATF South had a fifth straight “record year” in cocaine disruptions,
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interdicting over 222 metric tons of cocaine and 6 tons of marijuana. On the street, these
drugs would be worth over $4.3 billion. Interagency and international staff cooperation
continues to be the cornerstones for JIATF South’s success.

Moreover, the Department of Defense continues to provide a steady number of
detection and monitoring assets in the source and transit zones, and we have been
attempting to increase these assets. The Navy’s problem with the P-3s, which affects not
only the Department’s counternarcotics assets, but the availability of maritime patrol
aircraft worldwide, has been well documented and discussed. The Department continues
to provide contracted surveillance aircraft performing maritime patrol missions, and is
continuing to fund additional use of UK assets to cover the gaps in maritime coverage. In
recent months, the Department has recently returned the E-3 AWACS to the region. In
addition, the number of Navy ships steaming in the transit zone has remained stable.

In the Central Command area of operation, the huge explosion of poppy growth
has raised fears that the heroin which currently is destined for Europe and Russia will
someday find its way to the United States. Furthermore, terrorists and extremists in
Afghanistan and its neighboring countries are exploiting illicit drugs trade to support their
activities. Both President Bush and President Karzai have made fighting drug trafficking
a priority as it threatens coalition forces, as well as the fledgling Afghan democracy.

The Department has programmed $27.8 million in FY2006 for its support to
efforts in the CENTCOM AOR. We have not requested all the funding required for
Afghanistan counternarcotics support in the FY 2006 budget, but rather will request
supplemental funding for this effort. The Administration will assess the resources needed
to support the Department’s on-going counternarcotics efforts in the CENTCOM AOR in
the context of our broader efforts in the region, including the Global War on Terror.

The Department of Defense in FY 2006 will continue our efforts from last and this
year to assist the Afghans in building their capacity to address this threat. The
Department will provide substantial counter-narcoterrorism supporting infrastructure,
training and equipment for the Afghan police and the United Kingdom and Drug
Enforcement Administration-mentored Afghan counter-narcoterrorism interdiction units.
In other Central Asia and the Middle East countries, the Department will expand its
counter-narcoterrorism support to curb the transit of illicit drugs through international
smuggling corridors.

An early example of the benefit of our efforts thus far is the successful March 15,
2005 raid in Afghanistan. US military forces inserted, extracted, and secured six Drug
Enforcement Administration (DEA) officers and 36 Afghan narcotics police (equipped
and trained by the Department) in a successful operation against three labs located in
Nangahar province, one of the primary sources of Afghan opium. Furthermore, to work
with this newly-minted Afghan interdiction force, DEA requested the Department
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provide support to an enhanced, surge capability that will put rotating teams of DEA
agents (known as the DEA Foreign Advisory Support Teams (FAST) officers) in country
to work with their Afghan counterparts. We are providing a base of operations for the
FAST Teams while in the US, where they can continue to train, and providing the FAST
Team members with transportation to Afghanistan. The Department provided the
training and equipment for the Afghan force working with DEA.

In addition, in response to a State Department (INL) request, the Department is
assisting the Afghan Border Police by providing specialized training, equipment, and
facilities. Our current efforts have focused along the areas bordering Pakistan as a
significant amount of narcotics trafficking from Afghanistan crosses that border.
Increased security capacity-building along the Pakistan border also will benefit Coalition
forces and the Afghan government by providing a means by which cross border violence
from extremist and anti-government forces can be addressed. And the government of
Afghanistan would benefit greatly from the capacity to collect revenue during traffic
stops along these same routes.

In the Pacific Command AOR, the Department will bolster well-established
counter-narcoterrorism efforts — particularly in Southeast Asia where the U.S. and its
Asian partners face a challenging combination of terrorism, extremism, drug trafficking,
and a serious need for increased maritime security. In FY 2000, efforts are funded at
$27.3 million, to include the costs of Joint Inter-Agency Task Force West. Currently,
PACOM and JTIATF West are focusing their efforts against drug related international
criminal organizations. The Department of Defense will expand its operations from the
already mature programs in Thailand to new countries of national interest, such as
Malaysia, Indonesia and the Philippines. Examples of such expansion are PACOM-
supported national level intelligence fusion centers that will be operational in June 2005
in Jakarta, Indonesia and Manila, Philippines. PACOM will next establish smaller
interagency fusion centers linked to these national centers. When this network matures,
partner nations will have a greater capacity to deal with formidable drug and other
smuggling organizations.

In Europe and Africa ($8.5 million), the Department will increase its cooperation
and information exchange with our old and new allies in Europe to become more
effective in counter-narcoterrorist activities that threaten our mutual national security.
One of these efforts is our support to Azerbaijan to improve maritime security in and
intelligence collection and integration on the Caspian Sea. It is also developing a Trans-
Saharan initiative designed to train and equip military, Coast Guard, and other partner
nation interdiction units in the region. Finally, EUCOM is planning of Gulf of Guinea
initiative to improve partner nation maritime detection and monitoring capability.
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Intelligence and Technology Support

A total of $139.6M will be used for intelligence programs to collect, process,
analyze, and disseminate information required for counter-narcoterrorism operations.
The basic nature of the smuggling threat mandates the need for actionable intelligen